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A thinking man’s ICBM/ 




The basic flaw in President's Reagan’s de- ly because the freeze he proposes Is partial and 
Tense policy has been the failure to knit weap phased, they will be making a grave mistake, 
bus procurement and arms control into a ccr The "deMIRVing" principle zeroes in directly 
In-rent w hole*High intensity struggles to build on the primary threat. Those whb believe a to 
the MX missile, for example, contrast starkly tal, immediate freeze would be better should re- 


w ith the Administration’s wooden approach to 
Geneva arms-control talks. •' 

This is more than a question of keepi 
priorities in balance It affects tbe substance 
policy. Missiles and negotiating postures 
not intelligently be planned Injsolatlon. 

The fra gment ary Reagan approach to na¬ 
tional secilntyM^obvious seen alongside a na¬ 
tional security plan proposed last March by' 
Rep. Albert Gore Jr. jl>Tenn.). Before slating 
preferences among competing weapons sys- 


member Voltaire’s warning: The best is the en 

>f tbe good. - - 

Gore r egards force feeding arms-contro l pok¬ 
ey to an adamant ly opposed A dmlnistratiofea^ 
andmpossfElj) task. He predicts that conti - ' 

rn nTiyf^C df> f>npnliryL-W _ 

porary stalemate between President and Con¬ 
gress. m ounting pressures as Soviet arms 
building continu es, and then a renewed_suige 


oTUs paranoia which sweeps arms con trol 
alide. Hence Gore^ unlike some critics, tries to 


preferences among competing weapons sys- asioe . ncmx w.c. —-- 

lems and arms-control proposals. Gore posited /bridge the gap'between the freeze and the Tresi 
a "first principle” of defense policy: ending the QJent. * „ 

fear of a fir si strike atfackfrThen he tailored It’s not certain how . negotiable deMIRVing 
loth weapons.design and arms^ontrol initia- [would be because it isn’t yet clear how sensitive 
lives to serve ttrat end. . " the Soviets are to t he issue of stability. Kor his- 

Fi rst-slnke fear is.the right point of depar-_ torical reasons their deterrent is top heavy 
lure fn the 1980s. The drlving force in the arms with land-based attack missiles, and the arms- 

— I _ -g _ — - • . ^ W • 9 A • J 


race Today Is ’’counterforoe” doctrine, and 
weaponry designed for precise attacks 16 ’’dis¬ 
arm" the other side by shooting away Its deter¬ 
rent. This demands ever faster, more accurate, 
more ' flexible” weaponry, of wTrlch the MX 
missile has become a symbol. The result, in 
Gore's phrase. Is a "state of mental siege war¬ 
fare” v ith no way out. - \ 

To br eak tbe cycle. Gore calls for a US-Sovl- ’ 
cl ( freez£ > on the most volatile weaponry; fa sf- 
aitark missiles. Be proposes a "negotiato r’s 


pause” which would stop deployment of sys¬ 
tems such as the MXlind the coming Triden t 
lYS submarine-launched missile, also suitable 

for surprise attacks. Next would come phased 
dismantling of th e most dangerous existing 
.weapons on both sides, multiplow arhead 


buildlfrg Inertia in the Soviet missile "design 
bureaus” appears to match that of our "mili¬ 
tary industrial complex.” The negotiability of 
Gore’s approach can’t be prejudged. It can only 
be tested across tbe table at Geneva. 

Those who favor the conservative doctrine 
of deterrence can support Gore’s plan without 
reservation. Only subscribers to theories of 
controlled nuclear "warfighting will be trou¬ 
bled. because tbe loss of fast-attack missiles 
would throw a wet blanket over crisis-manlpu- 
'lation'scenarios. . " : 

Unfortunately, some theorists prominent In 
this Administration owe re cent c areer sue- 


rcsscs to n ucle ar warfigntlngch ic. The greatest 
barrier to the deMIRVing approach may reside 
weapons un uum siucs. inuiu^ic-Mdinr<iu not in the Kremlin but in the strategists who 
ICBMs such as the Soviet SS1 B. *oo Vnliy/nJju\\ulor Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger. 

Gore accepts the need to retain single war- Gore's plan can be improved upon, but in its 

head ICBMs. such as tbe Soviet SSJ1 and the attention both to the theory of arms control 
US Minutemar^J^Furthermore. because such and to domestic politics it is realistic and note- 
svstcni^_^re (oid^ 5 Gore f oresees their possible \vorthy r . An Administration concerned with the 
neu ^inglf^warhead m odels, paramount issue, keepi ngCGucleapw’ar from 


re ptacemenr^wiin new. singte^w a rneaa moa cis. paramouru --- 

'i his would permit continued research and de- starting, w’ould back away from the MX^ seize 
vclopment and force **modern!zation;* but ; deMIRVing as Its own idea and lay something 
would tightly clrcumikxibe U. S^’.V _ ^v-. tike Gore's model on the table when arms talks 

if freeze proponents spurn Gore's plarf mere- ' resume at Geneva.^ • ^ I • 
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